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SUMMARY:  
  
 Overview 
 The citizens of San Diego County expect quality services regardless of whether they 

are shopping at a local business or requesting a service that is delivered by a local 
government agency.  In fact, the customers the government serves should have even 
higher expectations from public agencies, because they cannot go elsewhere for 
service. One of the priorities of the Board, and key theme of the Chief Administrative 
Officer's goals, is improving the way County government serves its customers.  
Providing the residents of San Diego County with superior County services in terms of 
quality, timeliness and value, is one of the ways this County is earning the respect and 
support of its residents. 
 
Customer feedback is provided to the County through the Countywide Customer 
Satisfaction Survey and numerous departmental customer service surveys.  We also 
assess the quality of service delivery internally through Mystery Shopper and Phone 
Shopper Surveys.   
 
This report summarizes the customer satisfaction data obtained from the following 
survey tools:  
 The seventh Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey, conducted in August 2001, 

and 
 Six rounds of Mystery Shopper and Phone Shopper Surveys, conducted during 

calendar year 2001. 
As was shown in previous Surveys, the County’s customers remain generally satisfied 
with County services. 
 
The results for the August 2001 Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey were 
distributed to the departments through the Customer Service Leadership Committee.  
Departments reviewed the results and are working towards correcting any identified 
weaknesses.   Department Heads also receive the results of each round of Mystery and 
Phone Shopping Surveys to encourage continuous program improvement. 
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 Recommendation(s) 
 CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to continue to work with the County to resolve 
customer service issues identified by these surveys, especially those common 
Countywide, through the activities of the Customer Service Leadership Committee. 

  
 Fiscal Impact 
 This item has no fiscal impact. 
  
 Business Impact Statement 
 N/A 
  
 Advisory Board Statement 

 N/A 
  
BACKGROUND: 
Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey 
The seventh bilingual Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey (Survey) was conducted in 
August 2001 for a two-week period.  External customers who visited a County office remained 
the focus of the Survey.  Customers fill out a Survey at the time they received service.  The 
Survey was designed to query the level of satisfaction of our customers in the following 
categories. 
 promptness 
 courtesy  
 knowledge 
 receipt of information requested 
 satisfaction with results of visit 
 overall impression of visit 

 
The Survey also asked how long it took for employees to return a customer’s phone call, and 
invited respondents to write comments and suggestions describing how the County could better 
serve them.  Lastly, the Survey asked optional demographic information about the respondent. 
 
The Department of Human Resources (based on 30 surveys) and the Medical Examiner (Based 
on 12 surveys) both achieved 99% customer satisfaction ratings. 
 
The following departments achieved 95% customer satisfaction or greater. 
 Clerk of the Board – 98% (based on 159 Surveys) 
 Office of Disaster Preparedness – 98% (based on 20 Surveys) 
 Library – 97% (based on 957 Surveys) 
 Office of Public Health – 96% (based on 800 Surveys) 
 Auditor – 95% (based on 301 surveys) 
 Children’s Mental Health Services – 95% (based on 79 surveys) 
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The departments that showed the greatest improvements were Probation (79% to 88%), and the 
Medical Examiner (92% to 99%).  The Department of Environmental Health showed the greatest 
fluctuation in ratings (97% to 86%).  The Departments of Environmental Health has analyzed the 
data and is pursuing improvement opportunities. 
 
The District Attorney’s Bureau of Child Support Enforcement received the lowest ratings, with a 
59% rating based on 37 Surveys.  The County Department of Child Support Services has since 
replaced the Bureau of Child Support Enforcement.  Child Support Services has restructured its 
organization to focus all direct customer contact activities into a single Customer Service 
Division.  That Division includes the call center, interview teams for walk-in customers, an 
ombudsman program to help customers resolve problems and a state hearing process to resolve 
disputes.  Goals of 1 minute average call answer time and 15 minute walk-in wait time have been 
established and communicated to staff and our customers. 
 
In general, the departments surveyed remained within a few points of the satisfaction level they 
achieved during the November 2000 Survey (the previous Survey period).  This Survey will be 
conducted again in May 2002. 
 

Results Summary 
 

The data, which support the following summary of the Survey results, appear in Attachment A.   
 
The Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey was distributed to 195 mail stops (offices).  One 
hundred sixty-four (164) or 84% of the offices returned completed Surveys, for a total of 6,829 
Surveys.  This return is equivalent to the number of Surveys completed and returned during 
previous Survey periods. Table 1 provides an overview of basic statistics of all Countywide 
Surveys to date. 
 
Table 1: Overview of Basic Statistics from six Countywide Customer Satisfaction Surveys 

 
Measure 

12-97 6-98 10-98 5-99 2-00 11-00 8-01 

No. of mailstops the Survey was 
distributed to  

229 197 201 173 178 190 195

% of mailstops returning 
completed surveys 

69 74 79 83 84 83 84

Total Number of Surveys Returned 3261 5294 4976 4576 5153 5748 6829
No. Employees Named  20 26 41 43 28 47

Lowest Department Rating (%) 63 79 88 86 86 79 59
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Consistent with previous Surveys, approximately one-third of the surveys included written 
comments on the quality of customer service received and/or suggestions for improving services.  
The majority of the comments received were of a positive nature.  There were 47 employees 
commended by name, by two or more customers, during the Survey period.   
 
For reliability purposes, as with previous Survey analyses, the results summarized below focus 
on departments and offices evaluated by 10 or more respondents.  Departments that participated 
in the Survey, but received less than 10 evaluations, included Air Pollution Control District, 
Farm and Home Advisor, General Services, Purchasing and Contracting, and Registrar of 
Voters. 
 

Results By Department And Office 
 

Department Satisfaction Ratings  
The first six questions of the Survey measured the quality of service received by customers when 
they visited a County office.  Averaging these six ratings, every department received a score 
equivalent to percentage ratings between 59% and 99% (Figures 1-5).   

Figure 1: Overall Satisfaction Rating Percentage by Department
Land Use and Environment Group (LUEG)
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 Figure 2: Overall Satisfaction Rating Percentage by Department
Community Services Group (CSG)
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Figure 3: Overall Satisfaction Rating Percentage by Department
Financial/General Government Group (FGGG)
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Figure 4: Overall Satisfaction Rating Percentage by Department
Public Safety Group (PSG)
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Figure 5: Overall Satisfaction Rating Percentage by Department
Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA)
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Trend Analysis 
Table 2 shows the average ratings by County Organizational Group for the Countywide 
Customer Satisfaction Survey since inception.  Table 3 includes Group information by 
department. 
 
Table 2.  Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey:  Overall Group Ratings (number of 
surveys) 

 
Group 

December 
1997 

June  
1998 

October  
1998 

May  
1999 

February 
2000 

November  
2000 

August 
2001 

CSG 95 (401) 96 (1239) 96 (840) 97 (748) 97 (1223) 96 (947) 96 (1203) 
FGGG 97 (92) 93 (411) 95 (283) 94 (212) 96 (276) 97 (452) 96 (562) 
HHSA  88 (2199) 89 (2895) 90 (2930) 92 (2581) 92 (2917) 92 (3647) 92 (4276) 
LUEG 95 (511) 93 (558) 95 (685) 94 (935) 95 (492) 95 (589) 92 (594) 
PSG 97 (5) 95 (191) 96 (238) 97 (100) 88 (216) 89 (113) 86 (187) 
 
Table 3.  Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey:  Overall Department Ratings  

 
Group 

 
Department 

December 
1997 

June 
1998

Octobe
r 1998 

May 
1999

February 
2000 

November 
2000 

August 
2001 

Animal Control 85 89 88 86 94 86 90 
General Svcs. --- ** ** ** 97 98 ** 
Housing and 
Comm. Dev. 

** 90 92 96 95 87 86 

Library 96 97 97 98 98 98 97 
Purchasing and 
Contracting 

--- --- --- --- --- --- ** 

CSG 

Registrar of 
Voters 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** 

  

Auditor 94 92 93 93 95 95 95 
Chief 
Administrative 
Office 

** --- --- --- 96 ** ** 

Clerk of the 
Board 

** 98 100 100 100 98 98 

Human Resources 99 96 94 97 97 98 99 
Strategy & 
Intergovernmenta
l Affairs 

--- --- --- --- ** Included 
in CAO 

** 

FGGG 

Treasurer/Tax 
Collector 

--- --- --- --- --- 97 94 

  

Adult MH --- --- 91 90 
Central Region 89 88 90 89 

HHSA  

Child. MH 

88 
 
(Rating 

89 90 

--- 95 93 95 
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Group 
 
Department 

December 
1997 

June 
1998

Octobe
r 1998 

May 
1999

February 
2000 

November 
2000 

August 
2001 

Community 
Initiatives 

96 --- --- Not  
separat
e dept. 

East Region 89 91 90 91 
NC Region 91 94 95 94 
N Inland/Coastal 90 91 90 89 
Office of Public 
Health 

--- 97 99 96 

Policy, Program 
Support, Strategy, 
and Planning 

97 93 96 93 

South Region 

for 
HHSA 
calculated 
for Health 
Svcs and 
Social 
Svcs.) 
 

91 90 90 91 
  

Agriculture, 
Weights and 
Measures 

79 93 98 95 98 98 94 

Air Pollution 
Control District 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** 

Environmental 
Health 

95 94 93 94 95 97 86 

Farm and Home 
Advisor 

99 98 98 100 99 93 ** 

Parks and 
Recreation 

95 92 94 94 95 94 93 

Planning and 
Land Use 

91 79 95 94 93 93 91 

LUEG 

Public Works 97 96 98 96 96 95 94 
  

Alternate Public 
Defender 

--- --- --- 91 86 96 94 

Child Support Svs       59 
Citizens’ Law 
Enf. Review 
Board 

--- --- --- --- ** --- ** 

Marshal --- 96 98 98 ** --- --- 
Medical 
Examiner 

--- 98 ** ** 96 92 99 

Office of Disaster 
Preparedness 

** 98 96 99 99 98 98 

Probation --- 90 90 --- 86 79 88 

PSG 

Public Defender --- --- 96 --- --- --- ** 

   

** Less than 10 surveys received.                                                                --- Did not participate 
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Countywide ratings for promptness, courtesy, knowledge, information, and overall impression 
The first four Questions on the Survey rate the aspects of quality service delivery that are within 
the departments’ control.  Ratings for promptness, courtesy, knowledge, and the receipt of 
requested information were analyzed to pinpoint where efforts to improve customer service 
should be concentrated.  Table 4 shows the analysis, per question, for overall County ratings.  
 
 Table 4. Overall County ratings for each of the six questions. 

Overall County Ratings per Question 
Survey 
Period 

Prompt Courteous Knowledgeable 
staff 

Rec’d 
Info 

Satisfied 
with visit 

Overall 
Impression 

positive 
11-00 92 95 94 94 93 93 
8-01 91 94 93 93 92 93 

 
Customers are the most satisfied with staff courtesy.  The majority of departments surveyed by 
more than 10 people were given their highest ratings for courtesy.  Of those, the following 
departments received the highest ratings in courtesy. 
 Medical Examiner  - 100% (12 Surveys) 
 Office of Disaster Preparedness – 98% (20 Surveys) 
 Clerk of the Board – 98% (159 Surveys) 
 Human Resources – 98% (30 Surveys) 
 Library – 98% (957 Surveys) 
 Office of Public Health – 97% (800 Surveys) 
 Alternate Public Defender – 97% (53 Surveys) 

 
In the majority of cases, the lowest department ratings were attributed to promptness, followed 
by the receipt of needed information. Continuing to concentrate efforts on reducing customer 
wait times, providing creative alternatives to established processes, and decreasing project cycle 
times will have the greatest impact on overall customer satisfaction.  It is also recommended that 
departments re-examine the information requested most often, and the questions asked most 
frequently.  This analysis could be used to ensure thorough training of staff and distribution of 
materials in multiple formats, including adding information to recorded messages, printed 
brochures and pamphlets, and updating of web pages. 
 
Language  
Surveys were again available in English and Spanish.  Most of the Surveys were completed in 
English (5423 or 79%), while 1406 (or 21%) were completed in Spanish.  This percentage shows 
an increase in the percentage of Surveys completed in Spanish as compared to all previous 
Survey periods (Table 5). 
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Table 5: Percent of Surveys completed in Spanish 

Measure 12-97 6-98 10-98 5-99 2-00 11-00 8-01 
% English 85 89 88 85 86 85 79 
% Spanish 15 11 12 15 14 15 21 

 
The offices with more than 10 Surveys completed, where 50% or greater of Surveys completed 
in Spanish were as follows. 
 HHSA, Office of Public Health, Immunization Program (78%) 
 HHSA, South Region, South Bay Public Health Center (66%) 
 HHSA, North Central, CMS, Public Health Center (58%) 
 Parks and Recreation, Pine Valley (50%) 
 Alternate Public Defender (50%) 

 
Comments and Suggestions 
The full text of all of the comments and suggestions received appears in Attachment A. 
Approximately one-third of the respondents took the time to write comments and/or suggestions 
regarding the services they received.  This percentage has remained stable since the inception of 
this Survey in December of 1997.  Respondents provided over 2400 individual suggestions 
and/or comments.  They were categorized as they related to: Process, Infrastructure, Staff, or 
Other. The comments were additionally categorized as negative, positive or mixed (part of the 
comment was positive and part was negative).  As detailed in Table 6, comparing the number of 
negative comments in each category to the total number, areas needing improvement become 
more clear. 
 
Table 6: Comments and Suggestions 
 

Comments Suggestions  
Category Positive Negative Mixed  

Process 305 128 8 332 
Infrastructure 297 65 9 353 
Staff 872 103 15 253 
Other 507 10 1 87 

 

% of C & S, by 
category, that are 

Negative 
17 % 

9 % 
8 % 
2 % 

 Process: procedures, operating hours, fees, processes, programs and timeliness of return 
phone calls (when suggestions spoke to systemic issues as opposed to an individual staff 
person’s lack of responsiveness). 

 Infrastructure: facilities, including location, comfort issues such as room temperature and 
availability of food and drink, signage, access, parking, upkeep and cleanliness; phone 
system; computer system; and availability of materials, such as books, forms and brochures. 

 Staff: staff attitude, behavior, competency, need for training, level of staffing and timeliness 
of return phone calls. 

 Other: items that did not fit into the above categories (e.g., keep up the good work). 
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Positive Comments: For most of the departments/regions that received 10 or more comments, 
the majority of the comments were positive.  
 
For departments receiving 10 or more comments, the following departments received 80% or 
higher positive comments. 
 Agriculture, Weights, and Measures (100%) 
 Human Resources (100%) 
 HHSA, Office of Public Health (97%) 
 Clerk of the Board (95%)  
 Library (94%) 
 Alternate Public Defender (93%) 
 HHSA, Children’s Mental Health (91%) 
 HHSA, North Central Region (91%)  
 Public Works (90%) 
 Auditor (85%)  
 Animal Control (84%) 
 Parks and Recreation (83%) 
 HHSA, Adult Mental Health Services (81%) 

 
Negative Comments: There was only one department that received more negative than positive 
comments (Child Support Services). Fourteen of the 19 comments received were negative.  The 
highest concentrations of negative comments referenced both process and staff.  The positive 
comments received by Child Support Services all referenced staff.  Child Support Services is in 
the process of reviewing these results. 
 
Suggestions: Written text was categorized as a suggestion when ways to improve services and 
the delivery of those services were suggested.  The majority of the suggestions referenced 
infrastructure improvements, followed closely by process improvements.  
 
As in previous rounds of surveying, when the comments and suggestions are combined, 
customer input was positive and related mostly to staff.   
 
Frequency of Calls 
The Medical Examiner had the highest percentage (67%) of counter customers who indicated 
that they call two to three times per week.  This percentage jumped dramatically from the last 
Survey, where only 20% of the customers indicated that they called the Medical Examiner that 
often.  Between 10 and 20% of the customers of the following departments also call frequently. 
 Public Works (20%)  
 Human Resources (17%) 
 Disaster Preparedness (12%)  
 Auditor (11%) 
 Library (11%) 
 Housing and Community Development (10%) 
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Timeliness of Return Phone Calls 
Eighty-one percent (81%) of the departments who received 10 or more responses to this question 
returned calls on the same day 50% of the time or greater. This is roughly equivalent to the 
November 2001 Survey when the percentage was 84.  The following departments did 
exceptionally well returning their calls on the same day. 
 Clerk of the Board (94%) 
 Human Resources (82%) 
 Public Works (82%) 
 Office of Disaster Preparedness (80%) 

 
Only two offices that showed more than 10 responses to this question show that the “doesn’t call 
back” option chosen over 20% of the time. 
 HHSA, North Central, Polinsky Center (21%) 
 Child Support Services (58%) 

 
Countywide Results 

 
Countywide cross-tabulations of responses to optional questions about age, ethnicity, income 
and gender were performed.  
 
Cross-Tabulations of Responses By Age 
The two age groups with the largest numbers of respondents remained consistent with all of the 
previous Surveys: 26-34 (1413), and 35-44 (1683).  Again consistent with the previous Survey 
results, only 7% did not indicate age.  The data suggest a trend of customers’ overall positive 
impression increasing as age increases.  The age group that had the highest overall positive 
impression was 65 or over, at 94%. 
 
Cross-Tabulations of Responses By Ethnicity 
As in previous Surveys, the largest group of respondents indicated that they were White-Non 
Hispanic (40%), followed by Hispanic (32%).  The ethnic groups that had the highest overall 
positive impression of our services were as follows. 
 Hispanic – 92%        Native American – 89% 
 Asian – 92%        Other – 89% 
 White-Non Hispanic – 91%      Pan-Asian – 86% 
 African American – 90% 

 
Of those rating overall satisfaction, 9% did not indicate ethnicity.   
 
Cross-Tabulations of Responses By Income 
Consistent with previous Survey results, the largest number of respondents (2531) indicated their 
income to be in the $0-$15,000 range.  The highest overall positive impressions were expressed 
over a range of incomes (i.e. all of the income ranges over $30,000 were equivalent). This 
represents a more evenly distributed satisfaction over income ranges than has been seen in past 
Surveys.  Twenty percent of respondents did not indicate income. 
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Cross-Tabulations of Responses By Gender 
More females (61%) filled out Surveys than males (30%), and both genders indicated almost 
identical ratings for positive overall impression with our services.  Some people did not indicate 
their gender (9%).   These statistics are consistent with the majority of the previous Surveys.   
 
Mystery Shopper and Phone Shopper Surveys 
Data from the Mystery Shopper and Phone Shopper Surveys conducted in 2001 are included in 
Attachment B.  The rounds include January, March, May, July, September, and November 2001.   
 
A Master List for conducting Mystery and Phone Shopping includes every public office and 
every public telephone number for each County department as listed in the government section 
of the Pacific Bell White pages.  The Master List has approximately 500 locations and/or phone 
numbers, which translates into approximately 2000 individual shopping contacts each calendar 
year.  It is the goal of the Mystery Shopper and Phone Shopper program to shop each County 
office and phone number on the Master List at least once during each calendar year. 
 
A team of County employees is assembled to conduct each round of shopping.  Participants 
represent each of the five County Groups, and conduct shopping activities outside their own 
department and Group.  Participants are from various levels in the organization, and are 
encouraged to utilize this program as a cross-training opportunity for themselves and their staff.  
 
The Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) from each department’s web page are used as the basis 
for the questions that are asked.  Several departments have submitted supplemental questions, in 
addition to the FAQs.  Departments without FAQs posted on the web were asked to submit 
appropriate questions directly to the Customer Service Center. 
 
Mystery/Phone Shopping has been refined to utilize four distinct survey evaluation forms.  The 
shopper chooses the most appropriate form based on the shopping situation. 
 Mystery Shopping: used when a conversation with a County staff member occurs in 

person. 
 Mystery Shopping – Unstaffed Site: used when a location is visited that does not have 

staff on site. 
 Phone Shopping: used when a conversation with a County staff member occurs over the 

telephone. 
 Phone Shopping – Recorded Message: used to evaluate recorded messages on published 

County phone numbers. 
Each evaluation form rates specific customer service criteria that lead to the formation of the 
shopper’s opinion of the County’s service.     
 
Three personas are used during Phone Shopping: Normal, Wrong Number, or Problem.  The 
“Normal” persona is an average person calling to ask for some information.  The “Wrong 
Number” assignment directs the callers to pretend that they are trying to reach another 
department, in order to evaluate staff’s willingness to assist them and refer them to the 
correct department.  The “Problem” persona is a person who either has a problem or is a 
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problem.  This persona is used to evaluate the ability to maintain quality service in difficult 
situations. 
 
At the conclusion of each round of shopping, the results are tabulated by Group and 
distributed via e-mail.  The visits and phone calls are rated on a 1-5 rating scale, with 5 being 
the highest possible score.  
 

Results Summary 
 
Comments noted during the on-site visits and telephone contacts are distributed with the 
results of each shopping round in an effort to provide assistance to the departments/programs 
in designing corrective actions.  In many instances, ratings range between 4 and 5.  When 
problems are noted, they most often concern long waits on hold, problems with recordings or 
phone trees, and outdated published phone numbers. Shoppers also note particularly helpful 
and courteous employees.   
 
Three calendar years of shopping have been completed since the inception of the 
Mystery/Phone Shopping Program, as seen in Tables 7 through 9.  

 
Table 7.  Mystery/Phone Shopping Calendar Year 1999 
 
Group 

Feb-99 Apr-99 Jun-99 Aug-99 Oct-99 Dec-99 Weighted 
Avg* 

 Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont 

CSG 4.7 38 4.6 39 4.4 50 4.3 4 4.8 14 4.1 24 4.5 169 
FGG 4.9 7 4.4 12 4.2 70 4.1 33 4.3 46 4.4 33 4.3 201 

HHSA 4.1 38 4.1 32 4.2 54 4.3 48 3.9 71 4.2 35 4.1 278 
LUEG 4.1 20 4.2 20 4.0 82 3.9 24 4.2 74 4.1 61 4.1 281 
PSG 4.3 28 4.1 31 4.2 167 3.9 88 3.9 95 3.9 129 4.0 538 

*Weighted average for calendar year.  “# Cont” is total number of contacts that received ratings 
and were used to calculate the weighted average. 
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Table 8.  Mystery/Phone Shopping Calendar Year 2000 

Jan-00 Mar-00 May-00 Jul-00 Sept-00 Nov-00 Weighted 
Avg* Group 

Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont 
CSG 4.2 38 4.4 21 4.3 33 3.8 38 4.5 49 4.1 34 4.2 213 
FGG 3.8 40 4.3 28 3.7 32 4.0 48 4.3 47 3.9 44 4.0 239 
HHSA 4.1 64 4.1 40 3.1 44 3.7 56 3.8 69 3.8 61 3.8 334 
LUEG 4.0 59 4.2 59 3.6 49 3.4 59 3.9 82 4.0 62 3.9 370 
PSG 3.7 63 4.0 101 3.4 44 4.1 106 4.0 70 4.1 66 3.9 450 
Courts 3.2 45 3.9 9 3.4 35 3.7 16 3.9 43 3.8 34 3.6 182 
*Weighted average for calendar year.  “# Cont” is total number of contacts that received ratings 
and were used to calculate the weighted average. 
 
Table 9.  Mystery/Phone Shopping Calendar Year 2001 

Jan-01 Mar-01 May-01 Jul-01 Sept-01 Nov-01 Weighted 
Avg* Group 

Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont Avg # Cont 
CSG 4.6 41 4.3 33 4.6 19 4.0 49 4.3 37 4.5 27 4.3 206 
FGG 4.4 46 4.0 67 4.4 6 3.6 38 4.2 48 3.6 45 4.0 250 
HHSA 4.0 65 3.8 44 4.0 21 4.3 62 3.8 54 3.9 91 4.0 337 
LUEG 4.2 75 4.1 60 4.0 18 4.2 74 4.2 57 4.1 82 4.2 336 
PSG 4.1 66 4.1 48 4.0 19 4.4 92 3.9 75 4.1 112 4.1 412 
Courts 3.5 21 3.3 32 4.6 9 4.5 36 4.2 45 3.9 87 4.0 230 
*Weighted average for calendar year.  “# Cont” is total number of contacts that received ratings 
and were used to calculate the weighted average. 
 
What’s Next? 
The departments have reviewed the results of the August 2001 Countywide Customer 
Satisfaction Survey, including the written comments/suggestions.  Mystery/Phone Shopper 
Surveys are distributed and reviewed following each round of surveying.  The Countywide 
Customer Satisfaction Survey will be conducted again in May 2002.  The Mystery 
Shopper/Phone Shopper Surveys will continue to be conducted six times each year. 
 
The next customer satisfaction summary report that is brought before your Board will include: 
 Countywide Customer Satisfaction Survey results from May 2002, and 
 Several rounds of 2002 Mystery Shopper/Phone Shopper results. 

These surveys, along with other Countywide customer service programs, will continue to be 
implemented by the Customer Service Center and threaded throughout the organization through 
the monthly meetings of the Customer Service Leadership Committee.   
 
The County continues to build on the teamwork established through the Customer Service 
Leadership Committee to address Countywide customer service issues and to delve deeper into 
the core issues that support the delivery of quality customer service. Current customer service 
activities are focusing on providing additional support to departments, providing advanced 
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customer service training modules, and developing new and innovative ways to serve our 
customers on line instead of in line.  We will continue to look at ways to further improve 
programs, and expect that the results of future surveys will continue to reflect high quality 
service and customer satisfaction throughout the County.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

WALTER F. EKARD 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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AGENDA ITEM INFORMATION SHEET 

 
CONCURRENCE(S) 
 

COUNTY COUNSEL REVIEW [X] Yes 
 Written disclosure per County Charter 

   §1000.1 required? [] Yes [] No 
 

GROUP/AGENCY FINANCE DIRECTOR [] Yes [X] N/A 
 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER [] Yes [X] N/A 
 Requires Four Votes [] Yes [] No 
 
GROUP/AGENCY INFORMATION  
 TECHNOLOGY DIRECTOR [] Yes [X] N/A 

 
CHIEF TECHNOLOGY OFFICER [] Yes [X] N/A 

 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES [] Yes [X] N/A 

 
Other Concurrence(s):  
 
COMMUNITY SERVICES GROUP 

 
 PUBLIC SAFETY GROUP 
 
 HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY 
 
 FINANCE AND GENERAL GOVERNMENT GROUP 

  
 
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT:  
Land Use and Environment Group, Customer Service Center 
 
CONTACT PERSON(S): 
 
Wendi S. Pomerance  
Name  
858.694.2010  
Phone  
858.495.5690  
Fax  
O53  
Mail Station  
wpomereh@co.san-diego.ca.us  
E-mail 
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AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: Robert R. Copper,  

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 
  

 



SUBJECT: CUSTOMER SATISFACTION – REPORT ON CUSTOMER SERVICE 
SURVEYS (District: All) 

 
AGENDA ITEM INFORMATION SHEET 

(continued) 
 

 
PREVIOUS RELEVANT BOARD ACTIONS: 
N/A 
 
BOARD POLICIES APPLICABLE: 
N/A 
 
BOARD POLICY STATEMENTS: 
N/A 
 
CONTRACT NUMBER(S): 
N/A 
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FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
DEPARTMENT: [Click here and type] 
PROGRAM: [Click here and type] 
PROPOSAL: [Click here and type] 
 

    FUTURE YEARS ESTIMATED 
BUDGET OF PROPOSAL 

IF ADOPTED 
 (a) 

 
Budgeted 
Amount 

For Proposal 

(b) 
Proposed 
Change 

in Budgeted 
Amount 

(c) 
Proposed 
Revised 

Current Year 
Budget (a+b) 

(d) 
 

1st 
Subsequent 

Year 

(e) 
 

2nd 
Subsequent 

Year 

Direct Cost   
 

Revenue/Other Offset   
 

NET GENERAL  
FUND COST   

 
Staff Years   

 

Sources of Revenue/Other Offset for Proposed Change and Subsequent Years: 
  
 
Space-Related Impacts:  Will this proposal result in any additional space requirements? [] Yes  [] N/A 
 
Support/Other Departmental Impacts: [] Yes  [] N/A 
 
Remarks: [] Yes  [] N/A 
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